ARLINGTON FINANCE COMMITTEE 
MINUTES OF MEETING 
TOWN HALL LYON’S ROOM 
7:30 PM 2/22/16 


ATTENDEES: 

Deyst* 

White* 

Caccavaro* 

Kellar 

McKenna* 

DeCourcey* 

Wallach* 

Harmer* 

Gibian* 


Tosti* 

Foskett* 

Bayer 

Duvadie* 


Russell* 

Beck* 

Jones* 

Deshler* 


Franclemont* 

Howard* 

Fanning* 

Carman* 

Turkall* 


"Indicates present 

MINUTES of 2/17/16 accepted as revised. Unanimous. 

VISITORS: Assistant DPW Director Teresa DeBenedictis, Conservation Commission (ConCom) 
Members Davis White, Susan Chapnick, Chuck Tirone; Spy Pond Committee Co-Chairs Brad 
Barber, Steve Tied; Spy Pond Committee Members Jane Howard, Bill Eykamp, Bob Noyes, 
Harriet Noyes, Joey Glushko; Reservoir Committee Member Stephan Miller, Arts and Cultural 
Commission Co-Chairs Barbara Costa, Stephanie Marlin-Curiel, School Committee Member 
Bill Hayner, School Enrollment Group Chair Steve Liggett, many parents including Timur 
Yontar; Center For the Arts Director Linda Shoemaker, Chris Loreti 

ART 47 WATER BODIES FUND: White introduced the many visitors interested in the water 
bodies. He requested $50k. Chapnick presented the ConCom study of the town water bodies. 
A summary report (Ref 1) contains recommendations for work to be done in FY 17 on 5 water 
bodies. She also discussed a table (Ref 1) summarizing facts and recommendations for all 14 
water bodies. Tirone described conditions in Reeds Brook near the landfill in McClennan Park. 
There is a red iron floe probably caused by ground water leaching the material in the landfill. 

The ConCom recommends an assessment. He expects an initial phase would cost $10k. 

White discussed the water chestnut problem at the res. Several years of harvesting have 
reduced the number of plants but a bed of seeds remains. He expects yearly treatment will be 
required into the future, though the effort and cost will decrease. DeBenedictis presented 2 
spreadsheets (Ref 2) that show 5 years of actual revenue and expense for care of water bodies, 
as well as the current year, and the next 3 years. Each kind of treatment is shown and a 
breakdown by water body is provided. In response to questions: The ConCom has applied for 
2 water body grants, DPW will make the Hills Pond aerator work, there are records on Reeds 
Brook at McClennan but they have not yet been applied to the floe problem. 

VOTED $50,000 Unanimous. 

ART 44 ARTS AND CULTURE COMMISSION: Costa supported by Marlin-Curiel described the 
Commission’s progress in establishing a Cultural District. They have a website and maintain a 
calendar of happenings. They have applied for a matching grant from the MAPC to continue this 
effort. They requested an increase from $3160 to $5000. 

VOTED $4000 with the observation that unspent funds in a warrant article can be rolled over to 
the next fiscal year. Unanimous. 

ART 40 SCHOOL ENROLLMENT: Liggett and Yontar walked the FinCom through a 37 slide 
presentation (Ref 3). This document uses the information generated by the School Enrollment 
Task Force to build a case for spending $90k to $130k right away to design, in 6 months, an 
addition to Thompson with a goal of construction completion by 9/17. They also built a case to 
spend $80k to $120k on a middle school schedule and cost facilities study to be completed in 4 
to 6.5 months. In both cases they do not think the cost estimates available so far are sufficient 
to make an informed or creditable 

decision. They feel the crowding problem requires urgent attention. 


The School Enrollment Task Force will meet tomorrow. The FinCom is reluctant to take any 
action until the Task Force makes recommendations. 

COMMITTEE The next meeting will be Monday 2/29/16. No meeting on 2/24/16. 

RESERVE FUND Balance $1,200,000 of which $200,000 is held for SPED if needed. 

Peter Howard 2/23/16 

Ref 1 Summary Water Bodies Assessment and Recommendation Report 

Ref 2 Arlington MA Water Bodies 

Ref 3 Solving Arlington’s School Enrollment Challenges 



Ref 1 


Summary Water Bodies Assessment and Recommendation Report 

Approved by the Arlington Conservation Commission on December 17, 2015 

The Arlington Conservation Commission has carried out an initial assessment of fourteen water bodies in 
the Town of Arlington, which include five lakes and ponds and nine streams. A majority of these are 
negatively impacted by polluted runoff and stormwater discharges due to the highly urban nature of 
Arlington and surrounding towns. Most of these water bodies also have excessive aquatic invasive plants 
that degrade water quality, impede recreational use, and degrade aesthetics. In determining which 
waterbodies could benefit from management measures using Town funding, we have taken a triage-based 
approach: 

1. Water bodies that are in generally good shape that do not need much help, or whose issues are being 
addressed by other agencies or funding sources, e.g., Upper & Lower Mystic Lakes and Upper 
Mystic River 

2. Water bodies with some issues that could benefit from directed intervention, e.g. Spy Pond, 
Arlington Reservoir, Hills Pond, Reeds Brook 

3. Water bodies that are in poor shape with many issues that would need major efforts and thus funding 
to improve, e.g. Mill Brook, Alewife Brook. 

Based on our analysis we have identified the following five priority locations for attention in the coming 
year: 

• Arlington Reservoir - Town-owned water body in Arlington and Lexington with aquatic 
invasive water chestnuts that form dense, impenetrable mats at the water’s surface, which impair 
public use and water quality. Recommend continuation of current management practices to 
mechanically remove water chestnuts. In the future, when the water chestnuts’ seed hank is 
depleted, the harvesting could be taken on by volunteers. 

• Hills Pond - Small pond in a very heavily used park with water quality and invasive plant 
problems. Recommend review and modification of current management practices for greater use 
of non-chemical treatment (e.g., aeration) for invasive plant control. 

• Mill Brook - The very poor water quality (EPA/MyWRA 2014 rating of D-) is primarily due to 
storm water runoff; however, the brook and its adjacent shore provide valuable wildlife habitat 
and opportunities for nature views. Some areas are attractive natural areas and efforts should be 
made to enhance public access. A possible effort might be invasive plant control along the hanks 
and adjacent areas. In addition, the Working Group recommends that the Town DPW prioritize 
pretreatment stormwater improvements in the drainage area of Mill Brook to improve the water 
quality, since this is the most highly impacted Water Body in Arlington. 

• Reeds Brook Retention Ponds at McClennen Park - These are small constructed ponds that 
have major value for storm control and provide wildlife habitat. Recommend professional 
analysis of current conditions and management practices to improve the wildlife nesting habitat. 
Analysis recommendations may include additional native vegetation, reduction of mowed grass 
areas, and restriction of off-leash dog activities. Also an operation and management plan should 
be created for this area. 
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• Spy Pond - Heavily used by public for recreation with invasive plant problems in and around the 
pond that impair use; also erosion along portions of the shoreline. Recommend assessment, 
design review and implementation of shoreline erosion control, updating or creating the operation 
and management plan, and continuation of aquatic invasive plant management practices. 

The Water Bodies Working Group has generated an assessment table of all Water Bodies evaluated in 
support of this report (attached). We recommend that other locations that have not been identified above 
as a priority for Town Water Bodies funding for FY16 should continue to be monitored, and 
recommendations for actions and funding should be reviewed on an annual basis. 

Respectfully Submitted by: 

Water Bodies Working Group of the Arlington Conservation Commission: 

David White 
Susan Chapnick 
Chuck Tirone 

17 December 2015 
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Arlington MA Water Bodies 


# 

Name 

Type 

Location 

Size 

Ownership 

Public Uses 

Water Quality 

Vegetation 

Wildlife 

Issues 

Priority 

Action Items 

Monitor/ 

Comment 

1 

Arlington 

Reservoir 

Lacustrine 

Lowell St, and half in 
Lexington 

28 acres 

Town of Arlington 

Swimming at Res 
Beach. Walking, 
bird watching, 
fishing 

Acceptable 

Many aquatic invasives. 
Water chestnuts are the 

worst. 

Many birds, fish & turtles. 
Major migratory bird site. 
Regular fishing location. 

Water chestnut coverage 
of the water surface. 

High -WC 

control. 

Water Chestnut 

control. 

DW: Water Chestnut control 
could probably be better 
managed. 

2 

Spy Pond 

Lacustrine 

Rt 2, Pleasant St, 

103 acres 864 

acres water shed 
73% arlington 

27% belmont The 

Route 2 & 

Belmont section 

of the watershed 
is the largest 
drainage area to 
discharge point 

Town of Arlington 

In 1898 the town 
abandons its attempts 
to implement Spy 

Pond as a local 
drinking water source 

Club uses Crew & 
AB81GC, Boating, 
fishing, public 
access, boat 
ramp, passive 
recreation 

[ref ACT report] late 

1800's and early 1900's' weed 
growth become noticeable, 
1980 - 81 study 

[ref ACT report] Eurasian 
watermilfoil 51%, 

Thinleaf Pondweed 20%, 
Filamentous Algae 16% 
plus 6 other invasive 
1980-81 study 

[ref ACT report] 120 species 
of birds make their home in 
and along its shores at some 
point in the year, the most 
notable are Canada geese Spy 
Pond also contains a variety of 
fish species. From Wikipedia, 
could not find this in the AM 

report 

[ref ACT report] Increasing 
phosphorous levels 
elevated from 2007 

High - 

invasive 

aquatic 

plant 

control 

Reduce phosphorus 
intake from the 864 

acre watershed. 
Reduce dependence 
on chemical controls. 

CT: Spy Pond is and will always 
be a managed landscape, but 
more effort should be made to 
reduce the nutrient (nitrogen 
and phosphorus) loading from 
the surrounding watershed. 
Increases are noted in the 2007- 
2013 Aquatic Management 
reports reducing water quality 
and ecosystem health. 

3 

Hills Pond 

Lacustrine 

Menotomy Rocks 
Park, near end of 
Churchill St 

2.3 acres 

Town of Arlington, 

Park and Rec 

Birding, 

Nature Walks, 
Family gatherings 

Good based on most recent 
ACT report for water quality 
measures (pH, alkalinity, 
turbidity, dissolved oxygen, 
nitrogen compounds, 
bacteria) 

Invasives: watermilfoil & 
curlyleaf pondweed; 
Increases in native plant 
growth 2007 to 2012 

Site visit 5/2/15 (SC): wood 
ducks, mallards, red-winged 
black birds, flickers, 
chickadees, warblers, 
goldfinch, etc. observed. 

Native aquatic vegetation; non 
native not observed (may be 
early in season) 

Impared water body due 

to: 

■ non-native aquatec 
plants 

(DEP-MA71018) 

■ ACT report 2012 
documents reduction in 
non-native species 2007- 
2012 with chemical 
treatments (diaquat 
herbicide & copper 
algaecide) 

High - 

Invasive 

aquatic 

plant 

control 

Aeration: fix pump to 
introduce aeration as 

non-chemical 
invasive water plant 
control 

SC: Well-used community 
resource for nature outings and 
family activities (playground on¬ 
site near pond) - more effort 
should be made to control 
invasives using non-chemical 
treatment (aeration) 

4 

Mystic Lake- 
Upper 

Lacustrine 

Near Mystic St, 
Arlington, also in 
Medford and 

Winchester 

~ 200 acres 

DCR, Arlington, 
Winchester 

Boating, 
swimming, 
birding, nature 
viewing & walks 

EPA-MyWRA 2014 rating = A+ 
EPA & MyRWA perform water 
quality monitoring for 
bacteria, nutrients, DO, TSS, 
Tphos, Temp, Color, Odor 

Wetland / Riparian along 
river bed; some bank 
erosion; some invasives 
but mainly native 
vegetation 

2014 Herring # increased Fish 
Ladder counts. 

Birds (water fowl & birds of 
prey including owls & eagles), 
fish, amphibians, reptiles, 
small mammals 

Slightly impared water 
body due to: 

■ non-native aquatec 
plants 

■ non-native aquatic 
plants: water chestnuts 
(DEP-MA71043 & MyRWA) 

■ Some areas of 

Contaminated sediments 
(DEP-MA71027) 

Low 

Maintain community 
access from 

Arlington side 

SC: Water bodies show excellent 
water quality for boating and 
swimming and are well- 
monitored by other agencies 
(EPA & MyWRA). Volunteer 
projects (Eagle Scouts) have 
improved community access 
(trails and stairs: Windows on 
the Mystic) 

5 

Mystic Lake- 

Lower 

Lacustrine 

Near Mystic St and 
Mystic Valley 
Parkway, Arlington, 
also in Medford 

~ 100 acres 

DCR, Arlington, 
Medford 

6 

Mystic 

River 

Riverine 

From Lower Mystic 
Lake to Alewife, 
along Mystic Valley 
Parkway 

~ 1.5 miles in 
Arlington 

DCR, Mystic 
Reservation 

Boating, birding, 
nature viewing & 
walks 

EPA-MyWRA 2014 rating = B+ 
Imparied with many outfalls / 
storm drain connections; 

PAHs, metals, total 
phosphorus, from urban 
stormwater contamination; 
some areas dissolved oxygen 
saturation & high chlorophyll- 

a 

MyRWA performs water 
quality monitoring (see 
above) 

Wetland / Riparian along 
river bed; some bank 
erosion; some invasives; 
native vegetation 

2014 Herring # increased Fish 
Ladder counts. 

Birds (water fowl & birds of 
prey including owls & eagles), 
fish, amphibians, reptiles, 
small mammals 

Impared water body: 

■ CSOs (storm drains; road 
runoff; oil spills; historical 
industrial contamination) 

■ non-native aquatec 
plants -Water chestnuts 
(MyRWA) 

■ Contaminated sediments 
(DEP-MA71-02) 

Medium 

Control Stormwater 
runoff to improve 
water quality; 
potential bank 
restoration 

SC: Town applying for 2015 NRD 
Grant for Mystic River 

Restoration $55K 

7 

Mill Brook 

Riverine 

From Arlington 
Reservoir to Lower 
Mystic Lake, near 
bikepath 

~ 3 miles 

Private and public 

owners 

Nature view and 

wildlife habitat 

area. 

Imparied with many storm 
drain connections. Grade D- 
in recent EPA/MyRWA report. 

Mostly channeled or 
covered. Some 
vegetated bank areas. 

Nesting birds. Some aquatic 
life below Cooke's Hollow. 

Invasive JKW plants on 
banks. Outlet for many 
storm drains. 

High 

Improve water 
quality. 

DW: Would be good to improve 
public access and appreciation 
for the better spots. 
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Arlington MA Water Bodies 


# 

Name 

Type 

Location 

Size 

Ownership 

Public Uses 

Water Quality 

Vegetation 

Wildlife 

Issues 

Priority 

Action Items 

Monitor/ 

Comment 

8 

Alewife 

Brook 

Riverine 

From Rt 2, to Mystic 
River, along Alewife 
Brook Parkway 

~ 2 miles 

DCR, Alewife 
Reservation 

Nature view from 
the bikeway; 
canoeing? 

EPA-MyWRA 2014 rating = D 
Impared: high bacterial counts 
(sewer discharges & urban 
stormwater runoff) 

Vegetated bank with 
some erosion. Native 
and non-native plants. 

Water fowl; nesting birds; 
migratory birds; small 
mammals 

Impared water body due 

to: 

■ CSOs: bacteria 

■ low DO 

■ contaminated sediments 
(DEP-MA71-04) 

Medium 

Control Stormwater 
runoff to improve 
water quality 

SC: Increase public acceesibility. 

9 

Ryder 

Brook 

Riverine 

From bikepath to 

Mill Brook, near 
RvderSt 

~ 1/8 mile 

Town of Arlington 
properties 

Nature view from 
the bikeway. 

Intermittent fed from a storm 

drain. 

Upper section well 
vegetated. Lower section 
weedv. 

Nesting birds. Small mammals 
- skunks, racoons have been 
spotted. 


Low 

Protect. 

DW: An isolated but useful 

habitat area. 

10 

Coolidge 

brook 

Riverine 

Btwn Coolidge and 
Mt. Vernon St 

< 1/8 mile 

Private owners 

No, 

Clear fed by ground water and 
flooding with storm water 
runoff 

Opportunities exist to 
make a difference with 
native planting and buffer 
edges to support flora 
and adapted fauna. 

Nesting birds. Small mammals 

habitat for wildlife, people, 
and pets. 

Low 

Public education, no 
salt, low phosphorus, 
no yard waste. 

CT: Urban pocket habitat. 

11 

Noname 

Brook, aka 

Bow Run 

Riverine 

Along bikepath from 
Nourse Rd to Mill 

Lane 

~ 1/2 mile 

MBTA. Managed by 
DPW. 

Walking on the 
bikeway 

Usually flows clear being fed 
regularly by ground water and 
flooding with storm water 
runoff. 

Overgrown with 

Japanese Knotweed. 
Shaded by a variety of 

trees. 

Nesting birds including ducks, 
probably small mammals. 

Japanese Knotweed that 
also intrude on the 
bikeway. Storm water 
flooding onto the bikeway. 

Medium 

JKW control. 

DW: Would like to do something 
about the JKW. 

12 

Herbert 

Meyer 

Brook 

Riverine 

Thru Winchester 
Country Club, 
crosses Mystic St, to 
Upper Mystic Lake 

~ 1 mile 

Winchester Country 
Club, private owners. 

Viewing and 
water trap. 

Clear, fast running. Probably 
benefits from golf course 
watering. 

Minimal, fairly open. Few 
invasives. 

Some small animals and birds, 
but surrounded by grass and 
pavement. 

Perhaps fertilizer runoff to 
Mystic Lake. 

Low 

NA 

DW: Private. 

13 

Clematis 

Brook 

Wetland, 

headwater 

Poets corner park, 
Shelley Rd 

< 1/8 mile 

Town of Arlington, 

Park Dept, possibly 
also church property 

Wildlife habitat 

Intermittent channel with 

some wetlands. 

Some Phragmites. Many 
invasives including 
multifloral rose. 

Birds and small mammals. 

Invasive plants and trash 
dumping. 

Low 

Trash & invasive 

removal. 

DW: Very overgrown with 
invasive plants. 

14 

Reeds 

Brook 

Riverine, 

stormwater 

detention 

basin and 
bordering 
wetlands. 

From Winchester 

Town Line btwn 
Dothan and Wright 
St, thru McClennan 
Park to Lexington TL 
behind Reed St 

~ 1/4 mile 

Private owners, and 
Town of Arlington, 

Park and Rec 

Passive recreation 

Poor, unstratified warmwater 
basin, Receives waters/ 
drainage from the caped 
landfill into Munroe Brook 
downstream to the Arlington 
Reservoir 

Bank vegetation consists 
of a mixture of native and 
introduced species, 
aquatic invasives 

Nesting birds including ducks, 
mammals. 

There is not an abundance of 

wildlife but has sufficient 
diversity of flora and fauna to 
justify continued cleanup 

Capped land fill runoff, 
aquatic Invasive, open 
access For domestic 
animals to basin, diversity 
of flora and fauna, 
phytoplankton, water 
clarity 

High 

Update the 
maintenance plan, 
reduce pesticides, 
fertilizer and 

herbicides from 
surrounding uplands 
and neighborhoods 

CT: Ground water from historic 
landfill activities, passive 
domestic animals use along with 
upland nutrient transportation 
along Reeds Brook corridor 
contributed to habitat 
alterations and degraded water 
quality. Action items update the 
maintenance plan and modify off 
leash policy near water. 


Reference Documents 

1 ACT, "Arlington Ponds 2007 Baseline Survey" 

2 ACT, "2012 Arlington Aquatic Management Program - Arlington, MA. Spy Pond, Arlington Mill Reservoir and Hills Pond" 

3 "MyWRA: Annual EPA Grade Assessment - 2014," June 9,2015 (http://rpubs.com/walkerjeffd/myrwa-epa-grade-2014) including reference #5, below, and other MyWRA online information 

4 MassDEP online information on water bodies (#s listed) 

5 EPA Water Quality Report at http://mysticriver.org/2014waterqualitygrade/ 
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Water Bodies Program Analysis 
Report Date: 2/22/2016 - THD 
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Ref 2 


The purpose of this schedule is to show activity of the Water Bodies and Phragmites Account over several years, specifically with a 5 year review of revenue and expenditures, current year projection and the three 
years of budget based on current information available. 


Please note that the difference between fiscal years is one day. The ending balance as of 6/30 each year is carried forwarded to the top of the subsequent column as the opening, 7/1 balance. 


Water Bodies Account History: 5 Years of Actual, Current Year Expected, 3 Years of Projected 





FY11 


FY12 


FY13 


FY14 


FY15 

MUNIS# 



Actual 


Actual 


Actual 


Actual 


Actual 


Beginning Balance - 7/1 

$ 

8,360.23 

$ 

18,425.23 

$ 

19,425.23 

$ 

23,890.23 

$ 

27,865.23 

230 4972 

Revenue/Appropriation 


15,000.00 


20,000.00 


50,000.00 


50,000.00 


40,000.00 

230 4831 

Revenue/Donations 


- 


1,000.00 


- 


1,300.00 


1,800.00 

230 5299 

Expenses - Spy Pond 


(4,935.00) 


- 


(22,725.00) 


(29,200.00) 


- 

230 5299 

Expenses - Reservoir 

- 



(20,000.00) 


(21,400.00) 


(18,125.00) 


(10,750.00) 

230 5299 

Expenses - Hills 


- 


- 


(1,410.00) 


- 


- 

230 5299 

Expenses - Cc Other 










- 


Ending Balance - 6/30 

$ 

18,425.23 

$ 

19,425.23 

$ 

23,890.23 

$ 

27,865.23 

$ 

58,915.23 

Phragmites Acct - Spy Pond - supported by donations - 

for use on phragmites only: 5 Years of Actual, Current Year Expecte 




FY11 


FY12 


FY13 


FY14 


FY15 

MUNIS# 



Actual 


Actual 


Actual 


Actual 


Actual 


Beginning Balance - 7/1 

$ 


$ 

5,361.00 

$ 

5,821.00 

$ 

4,120.00 

$ 

4,120.00 

230 4830 

Revenue/Donations 


9,161.00 


4,060.00 


100.00 


- 


- 

230 5290 

Expenses 


(3,800.00) 


(3,600.00) 


(1,801.00) 


- 


(1,250.00) 


Ending Balance - 6/30 

$ 

5,361.00 

$ 

5,821.00 

$ 

4,120.00 

$ 

4,120.00 

$ 

2,870.00 

Subtotal of Water Bodies and Phragmites Acct Ending Balances (Above) 




FY11 


FY12 


FY13 


FY14 


FY15 

MUNIS# 



Actual 


Actual 


Actual 


Actual 


Actual 


Water Bodies Fund 


8,360.23 


18,425.23 


19,425.23 


23,890.23 


27,865.23 


Phragmites Fund 


5,361.00 


5,821.00 


4,120.00 


4,120.00 


2,870.00 


Available Balance 

$ 

13,721.23 

$ 

24,246.23 

$ 

23,545.23 

$ 

28,010.23 

$ 

30,735.23 


FY16 

Expected 


58.915.23 
40,000.00 

800.00 

(53,500.00) 

(24,000.00) 

( 1 , 000 . 00 ) 

21.215.23 


FY16 

Expected 


2,870.00 


2,870.00 


FY16 

Expected 


58,915.23 

2,870.00 


$ 61,785.23 



FY17 

Budget 


FY18 

Budget 


FY19 

Budget 

$ 

21,215.23 

$ 

21,715.23 

$ 

10,215.23 


50,000.00 


50,000.00 


50,000.00 


(23,000.00) 


(34,000.00) 


(37,000.00) 


(16,000.00) 


(16,500.00) 


(6,500.00) 


(500.00) 


(1,000.00) 


(1,000.00) 


(10,000.00) 


(10,000.00) 


- 

$ 

21,715.23 

$ 

10,215.23 

$ 

15,715.23 


FY17 


FY18 


FY19 


Budget 


Budget 


Budget 

$ 

2,870.00 

$ 

2,870.00 

$ 

- 


_ 


(2,870.00) 


_ 

$ 

2,870.00 

$ 

- 

$ 

- 



FY17 


FY18 


FY19 


Budget 


Budget 


Budget 


21,215.23 


21,715.23 


10,215.23 


2,870.00 


- 


- 

$ 

24,085.23 

$ 

21,715.23 

$ 

10,215.23 


Notes 

1) Control eurasian watermilfoil — Treatment with "Sonar" occurs in May, every three years. The last treatment was May 21,2013. 

2) Harvesting water chestnuts -- Mechanical harvesting occurs in July to reduce the seed bed for the following year. 

3) Control excessive vegetation -- Treatment with "Reward" occurs in May or early June, as needed. 

4) Control algae -- Treatment with a copper compound occurs in July or August if there is an algae bloom. 

5) Control phragmites -- Treatment with "AquaPro" occurs in October, every three years. 

6) Water bodies and watershed survey -- Checks the health of Arlington's water bodies and invasive plants and animals. FY18 & FY19 needs are uncertain and depend on further studies. 
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Water Bodies Program Analysis 
Expense Detail - Actual and Projected 
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The purpose of this schedule is to provide a beakout of the expenditure detail that is summarized on the proceeding tab. 


Detail - FY 15 - Actual 

PO# 

Report due 

Spy Pond 

Reservoir 

Hills 

Other 

FY Total 

Spent to date 

$$ available 

Comments 

treatment/sonar - spend in FY16 




- 



- 





reserved for FY16 

treatment/reward 




- 



- 


- 


- 


water chestnuts/hand pull 




10,750 



10,750 


10,750 


- 


algae treatment 











- 


water quality testing/plant id 




- 

- 


- 


- 


- 


Total 



$ 

$ 10,750 $ 

- 

$ 

$ 10,750 

$ 

10,750 

$ 

- 















Detail - FY 16 - InProcess 

PO# 

Report due 

Spy Pond 

Reservoir 

Hills 

Other 

FY Total 

Spent to date 

$$ available 

Comments 

treatment/sonar - spend in FY16 



38,500 




38,500 


3,485 


35,015 

$$ used for permitting 

treatment/reward 







- 


- 


- 


water chestnuts/hand pull 




20,000 



20,000 


20,000 


- 


algae treatment 



5,000 




5,000 


- 


5,000 


water quality testing/plant id/survey 



10,000 

4,000 

1,000 

- 

15,000 


3,000 


12,000 


Total 



$ 53,500 

$ 24,000 $ 

1,000 

$ 

$ 78,500 

$ 

26,485 

$ 

52,015 



Detail - FY 17 -Budget 


PO# Report due Spy Pond Reservoir Hills Other FY Total Spent to date $$ available Comments 


treatment/sonar - spend in FY19 


14,000 

- 

- 


14,000 

treatment/reward 


- 

- 

- 


- 

water chestnuts/hand pull 


- 

15,000 



15,000 

algae treatment 


5,000 

- 

- 


5,000 

water quality testing/plant id/survey 


4,000 

1,000 

500 


5,500 

ConsCom - other water bodies 


- 

- 

- 

10,000 

10,000 

Total 

$ 

23,000 $ 

16,000 $ 

500 $ 

10,000 $ 

49,500 


Detail-FY 18-Budget 


PO# Report due Spy Pond Reservoir Hills Other FY Total Spent to date $$ available Comments 


treatment/sonar - spend in FY19 

14000 




14,000 


treatment/reward 

10000 




10,000 


water chestnuts/hand pull 


15000 



15,000 


algae treatment 

5000 




5,000 


water quality testing/plant id 
phragmites treatment 

5000 

1500 

1000 


7,500 

Using phrag. Acct $$ 

ConsCom - other water bodies 

- 

- 

- 

10,000 

10,000 

- 


$ 

34,000 $ 

16,500 $ 

1,000 $ 

10,000 $ 

61,500 $ 

- $ 


Detail-FY 19-Budget 


PO# Report due Spy Pond Reservoir Hills 


FY Total Spent to date $$ available Comments 


treatment/sonar - spend in FY19 


14000 




14,000 

treatment/reward 


10000 




10,000 

water chestnuts/hand pull 



5000 



5,000 

algae treatment 


5000 




5,000 

water quality testing/plant id 


5000 

1500 

1000 


7,500 

spy permitting 


3,000 




3,000 

ConsCom - other water bodies 


- 

- 

- 

- 

- 


§_ 

37,000 $ 

6,500 $ 

1,000 

$_ 

44,500 


Report date: 2/22/16 THD 
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Ref 3 


Solving Arlington's School 
Enrollment Challenges 

The Need to Fund Studies 
to Support Informed Choices 

A presentation by the 
Arlington School Enrollment Parent Group 
February 22,2016 


Executive Summary 

We are asking for funding to address enrollment challenges in the 
Elementary and Middle Schools 

1) Conceptual Design and Preliminary Cost Estimate for a 
Thompson Addition 

2) Facilities Assessment for Middle School-Gibbs and Ottoson 


1 
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Executive Summary 

Elementary School Enrollment Challenges 

• Overcrowding at Thompson 

- Getting worse, and will stay that way 

• The Town has been forced to be reactive 

- Better served by an Education Master Plan, supported by rigorous data 
assessing the potential solutions 

• We request that Fin Comm Recommend that Town Meeting fund: 

- Conceptual Design & Preliminary Cost Estimate for a permanent addition at 
Thompson 

- Similar studies to evaluate options at the other elementary schools, 
prioritizing Hardy and those with the greatest enrollment stress 


Executive Summary 

Middle School Enrollment Challenge 

• Overcrowding at Ottoson 

- Projected to peak at over 1400 students 

• There are several contenders for solutions to this problem, BUT 

• The Town lacks solid data on feasibility, design, cost, and timing for these, 
and cannot make an informed choice 

• We request that Fin Comm Recommend that Town Meeting fund: 

- Facilities Assessment and Feasibility Study for Gibbs and Ottoson Schools 

• Explore possible configurations, what they would cost, and how soon they could 
be ready 


2 
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1. Elementary School Enrollment Challenges 


5 


Here is the Problem 

ARLINGTON PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

Enrollment Forecasts 

SCHOOL 


The two East 
Arlington 
elementary 
schools are 
projected 
to grow 
substantially 
over the next 
5 years (and 
remain at 
their new 
larger sizes) 


Source "Map -Enrolment Forecasts Reused (J«iuvy2O16)*,wwwurln0oninA«Dv/bom^showdacument7W*283S7 6 
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Specifically, 

Thompson... 


• 19 classrooms 

• Currently 433 students 

• Projected 500 students 
in 5 years, and 483 
students in 10 years 



• Thank you for supporting 2 temporary modular classrooms for 2016-17 

• They are needed in the short term, but do not solve the long term 


Source 'Decimber 201S Update-School Enrolment Forecasts",wwwarbngr onma^Dv/home^shovMdacument *d«28616 


...And Hardy 

• 21 classrooms 

• Currently at 416 
students 

• Projected 496 
students in 5 years, 
and 486 students in 
10 years 


Source "December 2015 Update-School Enrolment Forecasts", www arkngtonmi£>v/hofTWsho*document?W=28616 8 
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Putting It All Together 


Totals for the Thompson and Hardy schools: 

• 40 Classrooms 

• Currently at 849 students 

• Projected 996 students in 5 years 

- A gain of 147 over today 

• 969 students in 10 years 

— Even after peak, total only comes down by 27 

- It is not a temporary problem 

• Because not all grades are the same size, 
some will have considerably more than the 
schoolwide per-dassroom average 

- E.g. current Thompson schoolwide average is 
about 23 per, but 5 th grade is 295 per 




Source "Decembw 201S Update-School enrolment Forecasts', wwwarlnf on m*^Dv/homV*howd acumen t?td *2 8616 
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Why You Can Take Action Based On These Projections 


• Yes, projections inherently have a margin of error, plus or minus 

• Yes, McKibben's original 2015-16 estimates were too high, Town-wide 

• HOWEVER, McKibben was very close to target in 5 out of 7 districts 



Peirce 

Brackett 

Stratton 

Bishop 

Hardy 

1 Thompson 1 

Original 

Forecast 

462 

271 

531 

423 

433 

422 

433 

Actual 

470 

262 

481 

391 

425 

416 

433 

Difference < 

^>8 


> -50 

-32 < 


-6 



• In-person Kindergarten registration ends on March 23,1 month from now 
- We'll begin to see what the trend for the next school year will be 


SourceOrignd ■ "McKfcbtn Population and Enrolment Forecast Report!September 2015T. wwwarlinftonma40v/homVshowdoamentAda2696S; 
Actual ■ 'School Enrollment Numbers'. www arlingtonmajp v/hom^showdoa/nent -Vl=2 6967, updated fa Hardy and Ihompon as of FA. 2016. ^ 











The Future of the 2 East Elementary Schools 


• If McKibben's projections for Thompson & Hardy remain correct: 


Tot«i Enrollment by School 


Avg Enrollment Per Classroom, by School 



• The School Administration's student-per-dassroom objectives 2 are: 

- 22 or fewer per K, 1“ & 2 nd grade - 23 or fewer per 3*, 4 <h , & 5 th grade 

• Averages tell only part of the story; at the 2020 peak, if no action is taken 

- 5 out of 6 Thompson grades will have 27 or more students per class 

- 3 out of 6 Hardy grades will have 26 or more students per class 


Source‘December 201S Update-School Enrolment Forecasts', wwwarlogonma^jv/homo'showdocument*d«28616 

* Projected enrolment when bult: Hardy 395,Thompson 380. *SchoolCapaoty",wwwarlngtonmA*Dv/horTWshowdacumert?ld=27119 11 

> "Thompson-HardyDistrict Pros-Cans (bnuary2016r.wwwarlngonmag)v/homofshowdacument?ld*28381 


Elementary School Overcrowding Has Been a Surprise 

• Consequently, the Town has had to be reactive 

- E.g. Thompson modulars for the short term 

• The Town would be better served with an Education Master Plan 

- Identify and prepare options in case overcrowding continues or worsens 

• To inform this plan, we recommend that the Town fund: 

- NOW: Conceptual Design & Preliminary Cost Estimate for Thompson Addition 
— SUBSEQUENTLY; Similar studies to evaluate options for other elementary 

schools, prioritizing Hardy and those with the greatest enrollment stress 

• While these studies cost money, the Town has an obligation to taxpayers 
to make sound decisions based on thorough, professional analyses and 
well-supported numbers 

12 
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Thompson Needs a Study to Plan a Permanent Fix 


• Modulars are only a temporary fix - fortunately will not block construction 

• At peak enrollment, need +5 or +6 classrooms over today 1 

— If 6 are built, 1 may be used for alternative phys ed, as gym is too small 

• Very rough cost estimate was $2.3-2.7m for 6,000 sf = 6 classrooms 2 

— May not be as simple as extending the classroom wing A study will answer 


Shared space needs: Cafeteria is too small, and 1,000 sf expansion will add 
to cost 



Three options for how 
to add 6 classrooms (2 
per floor x 3 floors) onto 
the classroom “wing" 


Source *HMFH Space Study (September 2015)', wwwarlrgtonma^Dv/honWshawdacumentiVl =28963 

> APSFaaBtes Needs 2015-2021.wwwtarUntfonma#>v/honWsbowdaajment7U«27121 

> Draft Memo to School Enrolment T»kForc*12 J. 15. www jrlnfonma^pv/homVsbowdocumentXd *27117 


Hardy- and Bishop - Also Face Crowding Challenges 


Hardy is just a year or so behind 
Thompson's enrollment surge 
Bishop is overcrowded as well 
Because their districts abut, new extra 
capacity at Thompson... 

— Would likely relieve some pressure on 
Hardy & Bishop via use of buffer zones 

— And may postpone the need for any 
future construction (e.g. additions) 

— But we don't know if it would be a 
permanent solution for them 

Best to plan in advance what could be 
done at either - if enrollment 
continues to increase, or if new 
development takes place (e.g. Mugar) 

■4 Our other elementary schools will also 
need studies; prioritize the most 
enrollment-stressed districts 



Source http-//www jrfingtonJd2.ma.us/admtnistrator/r«Jiit*cting/pdfi/r*distkctin^inaimjp06- V4-12 pcf 
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Thompson Addition -Scope of Conceptual Design 

• Investigate Possible Expansion Options 

- Building Configurations, Opportunities, and Limitations 

- Consider Alterations to Core Building Elements (Gym/ Cafeteria) 

- Alterations to Existing Building may be required 

- Determine Preferred Option 

- Determine likely Cost and Timeframe 


Thompson Addition-Schedule & Cost 

• Schedule (-£> months) 


RFP Process 

(Approx. 1 Month) 



Design and Estimating 

(Approximately 3-4 Months) 


mam—am 


Town Review 

(4-6 Weeks) 



Assumes that Design Phase includes regular Design Review meetings 
with School Department and Permanent Building Committee 


• Cost 

- Study Cost would likely range from $90,000 to $130,000 


is 


8 
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Our Request for Elementary School Next Steps 

• The Town lacks good data - feasibility, design, cost, timing - upon which to 
base informed decisions to solve current and future elementary school 
enrollment challenges, particularly for Thompson 

• Please recommend that Town Meeting fund: 

- A Thompson Conceptual Design and Preliminary Cost Estimate Study 

- Similar studies to evaluate options at the other elementary schools, 
prioritizing Hardy and those with the greatest enrollment stress 


The Thompson Addition: Now is Betterand Less Expensive 

• Waiting for April Town Meeting to fund the Thompson Capacity Plan and 
Preliminary Cost Estimate means that construction will not be complete 
for September 2017 usage 

• This would require additional modulars to be rented for 2017-18 

- Costs for modulars continue to rise 

- Additional modulars on site will interfere with construction 

- Dr. Bodie has expressed concerns that additional modulars will not fit on 
location 

• Starting the Thompson Capacity Plan and Preliminary Estimate 
immediately could prevent those additional costs 

— Drawfrom the Override Stabilization Fund? The Reserve Fund? 

• Spending $90-130k now may save spending $400k for modulars in 2017 

- Then the April Town Meeting could potentially approvefundingfor Design and 
Construction 

• This is the best chance for a September 2017 opening 

18 
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2. Middle School Enrollment Challenges 


19 


You Thought The Elementary School Problem was Bad 


ARLINGTON PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

Enrollment Forecasts 


e 


■ •/•POOUMrtn 
-201V16 population 



Ottoson M.S. 
•Designed for 1050 
•Currently at 1130 
•1308 in 5 years 
•1401 in 10 years 
•On track to 
become the state's 
largest 6 ,h -8 th 
grade middle 
school 


Source "Map -Enrolment Forecasts Revised (January 2016)', ww**arfcngtonma$ov/hom$fshov«lacument*d=2835 7 
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Ottoso 

McKibben 

1500 

n Middle School-Projected Enrollment 

teport, 12/2015 








Capacity 











1100 












1000 

900 

800 

700 

600 

soo 

400 

300 
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_ • 7 
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- 

100 

0 

Amount over capacity 
























201S-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-2S 202S-26 

77 160 206 236 239 258 296 328 353 344 3S1 21 



Ottoson Middle School-Projected Enrollment 

McKibben Report, 12/2015 


Ottoson - Above Capacity Based on 
12/2015 McKibben Enrollment Projections 



201S-16 201617 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 2025-26 
—Ottoson (1050) 


* Sourcefor Modulars: Dr. Bodies Facftles Subcommitteemettint FAruary 9,2016 
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Ottoson Middle School-Options on the Table 

Many options have been identified; some appear to have been ruled out 

• Top contenders appearto be: 

- Addition at OMS, lower field 

- Renovate the Gibbs 

- M ove 8 th G rad e to renovated AH S 

• 8 th Grade at AHS Uncertain and 6+Years Away 
— Decision point 1-2 years away 

• If AHS, another 4 years of modulars 

• If not AHS, 2-3 years for an alternative 

- This approach means more modulars for longer = more $$$ 

- 8 th graders would share common spaces (library, cafeteria) with grades 9-12 

- Gym space is already at a premium with 2 gyms and grades 9-12 

• No chance for more gym space (might even reduce from 2 gyms to 1) 

• No chance 435+ 8 th graders could also use the current gyms 

Focus of this presentation is the Addition at OMS and the Gibbs 

• Source Or. Bodie FadUtiei $u b commit tee meet etg, toruary 9.2016 23 


Ottoson Middle School-32,000 sf Addition 

* Drawbacks 

- No expansion of core spaces (already at or beyond capacity 1 ) 

- Large Middle Schools (>1000) have worse educational outcomes per research 

- School Committee preferred smaller Middle School at 12/10/15 meeting 2 

• ‘And I think it's fairly dearthat the Middle School is too big and we'd liketo see it 
smaller ...too large the way it is...we'd like to see itsmaller" 2 

• "The bigger the school, the harder it is to achieve Level 1 status" 3 

- Existing Traffic Problems will be exacerbated. Safety risks will rise 

- Use for 32,000 sf addition if enrollment should decrease in the future? 

* Proposed addition ($12.8m)not Financially Credible 

- 32,000 sf parking structure beneath not included 

- Is there ledge rock where the addition is planned? 

• Didn't blasting cause massive cost overruns last time? 

- What would increased core spaces cost? 

• They must be expanded - per Principal Ruggere's comments to SC* 

*•*•* Source School Committee Meeting on 12/10/15 

* Tim Ruggere. Ottoson Principal at 4115 minutes 1 Various SC members,at 3:25:GD minutes 24 

3 Paul Schictman at 3140 minutes 







Ottoson Middle School-32,000 sf Addition 

• Proposed addition ($12.8m) not Financially Credible (ccnty): 

- Costs for modulars during construction are not realistic 

• $200,000 per non-stacked modular for 3-year lease (3-4 year project) -> $2.0m - 
$4.4m 

• But there is only space for 6 non-stacked modulars at OMS 1 

- Abutters may try to block construction through ZBA 

• Costs for litigation? 

• Extended costs for modulars if timeline extended? 

- Would the addition trigger code compliance requirements, dramatically 
increasing costs? 

• "No" - if addition is separated with a firewall 

• "Yes" - if addition is within existing building and costs > 30% of the full and fair cash 
value of the building (per 521 CMR 3.3.2 (MAAB/ ADA)) 

- The whole building must be brought into compliance with the full 
requirements of the ADA code 2 

- Teacher parking already a problem-what about during construction? 

• Will there be a costs to address parking? 

- Petition against this particular plan signed by 900+ people 


1 Source Kathy Bodie School Committee FadRtes Mating 2 Source see CMR780 340034 ’see 521 CMR 


Ottoson Middle School-32,000 sf Addition 

• In Summary 

- Proposed addition ($12.8m) is not financially credible 

- Rigorous analysis and due diligence has not been done 

- Research indicates this is not the best option for educational outcomes 

- The School Committee didn't want it 

- Parents don't want it and will oppose implementation 


1 Source KathyBodl* School Committee Fadties Meeting 2 Source see CMR780 340034 ’see 521 CMR 
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The Gibbs-Candidate for Renovation and use by APS 


ARLINGTON PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

Enrollment Forecasts 




TM|MP50» 


5-YEAR CHANGE 

2016-2021 


Gibbs M.S. 

•MiddleSchool East 
until closed in 1989 
•Retained for future 
enrollment increases 
• Rented at below- 
market rates to 
current tenants 1 
•Space for 24 
classrooms +6 
specialist spaces and 
528-600 students 2 


Source 'Map -Enrollment forecasts Rrvned (January 2016)*. ww warkrg on m .uaov/bomyvhowc «um<rMc*23g7 
> Space Planning Report for ArlngtonPuttlc Schools, HMfH Architects, Inc pg 6 » School Committee Meet ing 12/10/15, at 3:2355 min 


The Gibbs - Requires Rigorous Capital Estimates 

• Lacking Credible Cost Estimates 

- Insufficiently detailed to drive financial decisions and secure voter support 

• $17.5m. Dr. Bodie, Facilities Subcommittee (2/9/16) 

• $14m-$20m, HMFH Architects, Inc (Sept. 2015) 

• Recent Study revealed significant renovations needed in the next 3-5 years 

- Details are unclear, but current rental income will not cover the costs 1 

• Facilities Assessment will Identify Deficiencies and Cost estimates 

- Architectural features (structural, exterior envelope, interior finish materials) 

- Mechanical, Electrical, Plumbing/ Fire Protection and Technology systems 

- Site, code compliance, accessibility, security, technology 

• This Data would Allow for Prudent Fiscal Decisions 

- Could also inform a Capital Improvement Plan for the building (Not presently 
being done by the town) 

> Or. Bodiefaokies Su b commute* Mad in g 2/9/16 28 
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The Gibbs- Requires Rigorous Analysis of Ancillary Costs 

1. Administrative costs to reopen Gibbs as a school (3 methods) 

Method 1: From the Facilities Subcommittee on 2/9/16 

INCREMENTAL STAFF COSTS FOR GIBBS OB •" GB. AT AMS OPTIONS 



fTTrm 

1 

— 


W 

—d 


.545.000 

Son* p>MUnrrf 

woo, 

M*. HWK” IU. 

<o.» t*o v<» f «ot u, I4C1 dbtfio wort I4wy 
teoaw |f4(M» o*»* ocW* 
rilQflWfcWOtl 6W lUb*. 

|a>ww«i or«t uw*»Mt 

CMMM 

Wwnoo 


!5*o 


To** $441,000 


Assumptions 

Questions 

Each teacher is estimated as a Step 8 
(Masters + 30 credits and 8 years of 
Btperience for $68,000) 

Would $S8,000-59000 be perils more realistic 1 ? 

Additional nurse would cost $68000 

0MS will hire a second FTE nurse for FY17 at $54,000, coiid tha 
person be moved to Gibbs? 


> BBHJuncr, fxUha Subcommitteemeeting, 2/9/16 29 


The Gibbs - Requires Rigorous Analysis of Ancillary Costs 

Administrative costs to reopen Gibbs as a school (3 methods) 

Method 2: Handling the Enrollment Challenge at Ottoson-R2 

X is the unknown variable representing the amount of 
additional staffing that will be needed at the middle school 
level due to increased enrollment. 

1.5 is the arbitrary multiplier that is being used to show that it 
will be more expensive to operate two middle schools as 
opposed to just one. 1.25 is the multiplier selected for putthg 
the 8 th grade at AHS. 


Assumptions 


The amount of staffing needed at Gibbs is proportional to the amount of new 
staffing required due to enrollment 

1.5 and 1.25 are the correct multipliers 

WhatTMM or Voter would have any confidence that proper due 
diligence had been done? 

30 
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The Gibbs- Requires Rigorous An a lysis of Ancillary Costs 


Administrative costs to reopen Gibbs as a school (3 methods) 
Method 3: Allocating teachers and salaries between two schools 


Assumptions 


Used FY17 Superintendent's Proposed budget and added additional approved staffing for FY17 

Gibbs School needs both a Principal and Assistant Principal and OMS needs a Principal and 2 
Assistant Principals 

When it was easy to divide staff/teachers within a discipline they were divided 

Media center, custodian, in house suspension, ELI, psychologist, art, world languages, ACE, 
reading intervention, OT/PT didn't divide wel so positions were replicated. 



IMS 


S.71X 


Approximately 6% increase in staffing costs 
to operate OMS and Gibbs School simultaneously. 
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The Gibbs-Requires Rigorous Analysis of Ancillary Costs 


2. Energy Savings if Gibbs is Renovated and Used as a School 


- Energy Use Today 

• Building does not meet current Energy Codes 

• Current tenants require the building to be open 7x24; Systems always on 

• Recent tour when it was 9° F outside: windows open and A/C blasting 

• The town pays the energy costs 


— Energy Use if Renovated by APS 

• Renovation would improve energy efficiency, meet current Standards 

• Reduced Costs due to: 

- New Effident Systems 

- Peak Operating Use Reduced by almost 40% 

• Considerable cost savings to be harnessed 

- Annual savings estimated at > $24,000/year if brought to same energy 
cost/square foot as other APS schools 


32 











2/22/16 


The Gibbs - Requires Rigorous Analysis of Ancillary Costs 

3. If the Gibbs is not Renovated and Used by APS 

- Gibbs is a valuable asset 

- Has using the sale proceeds to fund other options been analyzed? 

- Perhaps revisit the current practice of renting at below-market rates 
as "compensation" for the risk that the building would be reclaimed 
by APS 

• Current rental income will not cover pending required renovations 1 

- If renovated and enrollment declines in the future, Town could 
realize higher future rental income or higher sale price. 


• Or.Bodit Faolties Subcommittee Meeting, 2/9/16 


The Gibbs - Candidate for Renovation and use by APS 

• In Summary 

— The Gibbs was retained to address possible enrollment increases 

- Extensive repairs are required in 3-5 years 

- Estimates for renovation costs are insufficiently detailed to make 
responsible financial decisions 

- More rigorous analysis of ancillary costs is required to make a plan 

- If renovated and used by APS, the Town retains a more valuable asset in the 
event of a decrease in enrollment in the future 

- If Gibbs is not used by APS, it should be assessed for sale in order for the 
proceeds to be used to fund the enrollment solution 


17 
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Middle School Facilities Study- Scope 

• Ottoson 

- Investigate Possible Expansion Options 

• Sites, Building Configurations, Opportunities and Limitations 

• Examine Impacts and Possible Improvements to Core Building Elements 

• Alterations to Existing Building may require a Facilities Assessment 

• Determine Preferred Option 

- Determine likely Cost and Timeframe 

• Gibbs 

- Conduct a Facilities Study 

• Identify Deficiencies and Estimate Costs to Rectify 

- Investigate Possible Expansion Options 

• Sites, Building Configurations, Opportunities and Limitations 

• Examine Impacts and Possible Improvements to Core Building Elements 

• Determine Preferred Option 

- Determine likely Cost and Timeframe 

35 


Middle School Facilities Study-Schedule & Cost 

Schedule (~4- 6.5 months) 


RFP Process 

(Approx. 1 Month) 



Study Option Review, Estimating 

(Approximately 2-4 Months) 


Town Review 

(4-6 Weeks) 



Assuming RFP posted by March 1 st , shortest process may just allow 
results to inform a possible Gibbs notification to tenants by June 30 th . 


Costs: 

Study Cost would likely range between $80,000 to $120,000 


36 
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Our Parting Thoughts 

Arlington has benefited greatly from the vision, perseverance, and 
commitment of town leaders who rebuilt every school in the last 17 years. 

The Stratton project represents the last stage in "Education Master Plan 1.0." 

Now, due to the current spike in enrollment growth, several schools 
across town are also facing enrollment challenges and/or other facilities 
issues that will need attention within the next few years. Voices are calling for 
a framework that strikes an appropriate balance among many perspectives - 
perhaps "Education Master Plan 2.0." This is not a request for Fin Comm right 
now, but will be something to consider in our continued discussions. 

We thank you for giving us the opportunity to present to you tonight. We 
hope that we have done our due diligence in our research, and have 
presented a clear proposal and plan. 

We understand there is currently a lot to consider for our town, and that 
we have an opportunity in front of us, one that does not just involve school 
buildings and structures. As a group of parents, committed to our town and 
the services it provides, we are committed to working with you, supporting 
you, advocating with you, and campaigning for specific overrides that will be 
required. 37 





